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(industrialization) ; Arkansas (job development) ; Arizona (job 
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("creative localism"). Exemplary agency activities are cited for (1) 
Agricultural Research Service (a new Agribusiness and Rural Living 
Program) ; (2) Extension Service (a garbage disposal program and 
various beaut if ication projects) ; (3) Farmer Cooperative Service (a 
feasibility study on flower growing in Georgia) ; (4) Farmers Home 
Administration (development of a water system in Derby Center, 
Vermont); (5) Forest Service (expansion of Pennsylvania's timber 
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feasibility study on a North Dakota malting barley plant) ; (7) Soil 
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Honorable Clifford M. Hardin 
Secretary of Agriculture 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

Secretary's Memorandum No. 1667. 

ThP renort for the most part, focuses on the development efforts 

^!K"^u^nI In this regard it should be noted that the rural 
within USDA. In this ^^^^^^^ \ . . this Department reached 
development expenditures of °J "'^^^ ^^^q. is estimated 

an estimated n.7 billion during iscal year 19 0. ^ 

the total -il\?;°^%;;P„r33f g'oing into the insured housing program. 

jrinrrLTbiro-iLrs^^^^^^^^ 

f.^Li-S ta^X-^::^:^'^^^ into greater 
local effort. 

■It is recognized that effective rural ■'-f ^P-f ^ot fpetled 

than the program, of this ^^P~i„/2oros. go"rLnt a good 
ru"g''reUtrsSlpte't:een L Le other Federal Department, 

on delivery of programs to rural areas. 

-u P,-e^al vpar iust ended shows progress, but all 
The report for '"'^^^fi^^J^t^p^^nt recognize that a great 
vho are concerned with ""1 aeve p ^ ^ave 

'r-rtSL VirS ;cco«;iKh!d m the future depends. 
™i:i;ttau' 4- thf efforts of millions of individuals united 
in team effort. 

Your continued wise counsel and leadership is essential and much 
appreciated . 



Sir.cerely , 




T. K. CO'rtDEN 
Assistant Secretary 
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PROGRESS REPORT ON RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1970 

Introduction 

As the modern concept of rural development in America 
continues to evolve from its early stages of the 1950 's. 
Fiscal Year 1970 was a year of marked progress • 

Soon after the year began — on September 29, 1969 — the 
President appointed a blue ribbon Task Force on Rural 
Development* Its charge called for a •review of the 
effectiveness of present rural assistance programs, and make 
recommendations as to what might be done in the private and 
public sectors to stimulate rural development.*' The Task 
Force transmitted its final report — "A New Life for the 
Country" — to the President January 12, 1970. 

The President issued Executive Order 11493 establishing 
a Council for Rural Affairs November 6, 1969* The Council 
included the Vice-President, six cabinet members. Directors 
of the Bureau of the Budget and Office of Economic Opportunity 
and the Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisors. Its 
function was to advise and assist the President with respect 
to the further development of the non-metropolitan areas 
of the country. 

Accepting a major responsibility for the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, Secretary Hardin on November 7, 1969, issued 
Secretary's Memorandum No* 1667, outlining an organizational 
structure designed to meet that responsibility* Emphasizing 
the critical role of local organizations, groups, and leaders 
the memorandum established a Departmental Rural Development 
Committee and directed the establishment of State-USDA Rural 
Development Committees. The Departmental Committee consisted 
the Economic Research Service, Extension Service, Farmers 
Flome Administration, Forest Service, Rural Electrification 
Administration, and the Soil Conservation Service ♦ Other agec^a:^ 
representatives v;ere to serve from time to time as the need 
indicated. Stcite-USDA Coiojnittees would include representatives 
of the agencies specified above plus representatives of other 
Federal agencies and departments and State agencies as deemed 
appropri?ite by the respective State committees* 
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In January. 1970 appropriate agencies developed and 
issued suggested guide-lines for the organization and operation 
of the USDA Committees for Rural Development at State, 
district, and local levels, ITie Assistant Secretary for 
Rural Development and agency administrators held regional 
meetings throughout the country for State representatives 
of the five agencies. At these meetings the mission and 
responsibility of the Department v;ere discussed and clarified* 

At the same time, greater responsibility for interdepart- 
mental liaison was assigned to the various agencies of 
the Department, based on similarity of programs. 

The follov/ing is a summary of progress and status of 
the rural dev^elopirent effort as of June 30, 1970. The status 
is reported under four categories. The summary is compiled 
from reports submitted by the State-USDA Rural Development 
Comn>itte§s. ITie Committees were given broad latitude in v;hat 
they reported. Therefore, the statistics presented on the 
status and activity represent only a partial report on rural 
developr-ient v/ork underv/ay. To consider them as anything other 
than an indicator of the diversity of the needs of people in 
rural areas and activity to fill these needs, in effect sells 
short th'^ tremendous interest and effort of both the department 
and citizens groups. 

I. Status of State-USDA Organization for Rural Development 

(See Table I) 

Fifty States reported that a State-USDA Committee has been 
organized in accord with Secretary's Memorandum No. 1667. 
Five Departmental agencies — CES^ FHA, FS, .REA, and SCS — 
are represented on 49 of the State-USDA Committees. Thirty- 
nine of the State committees include representatives of 
other USDA agencies. T^/;elve committees include representatives 
of Federal agencies and Departments outside the USDA, and 32 
include representatives of State agencies. Sixteen committees 
include representatives of other (than Cooperative Extension 
Service) departments of the State land grant university. 
Twenty~tv/o State-USDA Committees have organized Area--USDA 
Comm.it tees on Rur;^i Development v/ith representation from State 
and Federal agencies. 



OOOo 



Page 3» 

Thirty-tv/o States have County-USDA committees on Ru>:al 
Development. Three States limited membership on the ccrjnittoes 
to representatives of federal agencies. Seventeen States 
include representatives of both State agencies and county 
governments on the County-USDA Committees. 

II. Functional Relationships of USDA Committees on Rural 
Development (See Table II) 

In general, USDA Committees on Rural Development haw 
established relationships at different levels of governjnent 
v/ithin the States. Forty-one v/ork v/ith the State development 
and/or planning agency; 38 have established channels of 
relationships v^ith the Governors' offices; 23 with area or 
district bodies; and 32 v/ith county government bodies. 

These relationships range from interlocking raember ships, 
official liaison, to informal reviews of n.utual concerns and 
projects. There is evidence oi many joiiicly sponsored projects 
between the USDA Committees and other govei nmcntal crouos at 
all levels. In some instances, tho Sca-e-UGDA Ccirinittee on 
Rural Development has served a§ a Ccicalytic agent in che 
establishment of a Governor's Kural Devo loprr.ent Corai^^ittee or 
Council. 

USDA Committees on Rural Development at all three levels 
have established relationship with citizen committees interested 
in Rural Development. Ti-renty-two States have complementary 
relationship and formal chc?r)nels of communications with State 
level citij'.ens coirjnittees; 23 have similar relationship at 
the area or district level; 29 at the county level. 

During 1S79 State and local government officials and citiz-eO 
leaders established and pur into operation an increasing nuzT)ber 
6f multi-county c.gencie.s to perform a variety of planning and 
develoi:ment dct-ivities. There are now some 600 such agencies 
in existence, a 20 percent increase over the number for 19oS. 
Hieso serve jurisdictions that may vary in size from less than 
one county to 10 counties or more. 
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As States and localities form an increasing number 
of multi-county agencies, the Department of Agriculture and 
the Cooperative Extension Services of the States are steppi: 
up their assistance as a principal method of implementing 
Rural Development. Multi-county agencies offer such 
advantages as sufficient population and resources to assure 
economies of scale* in development operations; . permit the 
smallest rural municipality or county to obtain many of the 
technical and administrative services available to cities 
and urban areas; and serve as a bridge between the planning 
and action stages of program implementation. 



III. Activities and Pro jects Underway (See Table III) 

Many State Committees did not provide information on 
activities and projects underway. However, the nuniber respondir 
gives a good indication of the broad range of concerns and 
rctivities and the tremendous amount of activity in this area. 

The States providing information reported 56 instances 
of activity relating to or enhancing economic development; 
81 instances relating to establishment of public facilities 
and/or services; 32 instances of activity to involve citizens 
in public decision; and .13 on special projects for low-income 
families. 

Data supplied were categorized under four stages of 
progress: identified as a need; under study, discussion or 
organization, stage for action; implementation underway; and 
action completed. Types of activity were categorized under 
16 headings. The types of activity and numbers of States 
reporting action at one or more of the developmental stages 
are: new industrial plants, 14; job training, 10; industrial 
expansion, 13; service industries, 5; new markets or expansion, 
8; water and sewage projects, 17; health facilities and/or 
services, 12; recreation facilities and/or services, 16; housing 
projects, 20; planning and zoning, 17; educational programs, 11; 
inventories of economic and human resources, 6; multi-county 
planning bodies, 15; transportation, 5; and special low-income 
projects, 13. 
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There is evidence pointing to more emphasis in the 
future to be placed on those activities and projects which 
require a concerted effort of many agencies and groups in 
addition to those that can be achieved by each agency alone. 

IV. Generalized Rural Trends 

Only a few States provided statistics pointing to 
significant trends. .However, these were sufficient to 
indicate directions. Generally States reported increasing 
population, a continued shift of employment from agriculture 
and rural areas to population and industrial centers, and 
increased total employment. 

Despite the fact that population continues to shift, 
numerous States reported increased job opportunities in rural 
areas, indicating that the migration from rural to urban 
centers may be decreasing. The extent to which this is true 
could not be ascertained. in spite of increased unemployment, 
nearly all States reported increased total employment. Some 
reported a shift from discontinued jobs to other ^alternatives 
and jobs newly created. The steady increase in the work force 
also helps to explain increasing total employment occurring 
at the same time the percent of people unemployed was increasing. 

V, Selected Examples of Rural Development Progress 

Alabama reports considerable progress in industrialization 
in rural areas. The State Chamber of Commerce indicated that 
128 new industries were constructed in 1969. These provided 
nearly 14,000 jobs with 9,000 of them located in predominantly 
rural areas. 

In addition, assistance was provided in the creation of 
111 community facility and service projects, and in 62 recreatica 
projects; 52 loans and grants helped provide water and sewer 
services to 12,127 families, while others provided housing 
for 3,563 families. 
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Arkansas reported major progress in job development. 
The Weyerhauser expansion now under development will provide 
1,600 new jobs. Four new plants established recently provide 
1,125 jots. In one district alone 3,200 new jobs have been 
created in addition to numerous housing, water and sewage 
projects. Arkansas has the nation's first family cooperative 
housing project at Poplar Grove. Personal income in 1968, 
the last year for which figures were available, was 8.3 
percent higher than in 1967. Agricultural employment has 
shown a modest increase since 1967* The Ouachita and Ozark 
regions have experienced considerable industrial and population 
growth since I960* 

♦ Arizona reports an increase in jobs of 4,075 in three 
counties in 1969. These occurred in electronics, metal 
fabricating plants, and government employment located in 
predominantly rural counties. The USDA-State Committee works 
closely with the State Department of Economic Planning and 
Development in industrialization and job creation projects. 
Construction of one sewer system, two water systems and one 
flood control project were completed. 

Kentucky perhaps compiled the most notable record in 
industrial development and job creation. Industrial 
development and expansion created 7,000 new jobs in the first 
9 months of 1969. It is estimated that 9,000 jobs were created 
during the entire year. Twenty-^five new plant openings were 
reported in non-metropolitan areas, 6 new mine openings and 
16 plant expansions. Seven new plants in the Appalachian region 
signaled a real breakthrough. 

The correlation of job opportunities to trained 
personnel was evident in Kentucky, as more than 12,000 of 
the 14,000 persons v/ho completed Manpower Development and 
Training programs were placed in jobs. 
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Also in Kentucky 52 water systems and 17' sewer systems were 

either initiated, completed, or received major improvement in the 

last year. At least 14 hospitals were approved, under 

construction or completed during the past year, and six nursing 

homes built in non-metropolitan areas. Eleven housing projects 

were started or finished in non-metropolitan areas. Included 

in these were 734 FHA home loans. At least 35 community 

recreation projects were in process or completed during the 

year. Many were financed, in part, by Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
funds. 

Iowa reports new capital investment in plants of $209 
million for 1969. This was involved in 245 new plants and 
expansion that created more then 11,000 new jobs. 

There were 185 plant expansions, 23 new industries cind 
. 37 branch plants constructed or relocated. Iowa's non-farm 
employment reached a new high of 875,000. The total work force 
i3:^1^2 million. Average unemployment in 1969 was only 2.7 
percent and current unemployment is at the 3.7 percent level. 

Maryland has been especially active in housing, public 
facility and recreation projects. 

For 1970, FHA housing loans exceed $12 million; association 
water and sewer loans either underway or obligated exceed 
$5*5 million; v/atershed projects $306,700 with an additional 
$769,700 approved for FY'70; and. recreation loans exceeding 
$497,000. An additional 16 water and sewer projects have 
been authorized but not funded. 

Arrangements h?5ve been completed for a major optical 
manufacturing firm to locate a facility in Maiy land. Initially 
it will employ several hundred people and within a short 
time expand employment to a few thousand. Many Departmental 
agencies as well as State agencies were instrumental in obtaining 
this facility. ./ 

The USDA Committee is involved now in developing a proposal 
for a Sea Grant program for the University of Maryland and 
other cooperating agencies. This is expected to have a major 
impact on the rural areas of the State because of the sizaloie 
sport and commercial fisheries industry. 
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Vermont has shown great interest in "creative localism" 
and feels that the rural development program will do much to 
assist local people in developing programs to meet their needs. 

There are interlocking relationships and joint memberships 
between the USDA Committee and the Vermont Office of Local 
Affairs, State Office of Economic Opportunity, CAMPS Committee, 
and Vermont Council for the Aging^ 

Activities and projects underway include manpower training, 
housing and community facilities, environmental improvement, 
waste management programs, and improvement in local governments. 
Over 400 units of housing have been built or authorized through 
the Vermont Housing Authority and 646 advances have been made 
by FHA for rural housing including 10 for rental housing. 
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VI. Examples of Agencies' Activities in Rural Development 

Agricultural Research Service > A new Agribusiness and 
Rural Living Program is being created in the Agricultural 
Research Service to give broadened assistance in planning and 
establishing profitmaking enterprises. 

This new ARS program continues and increases its 
cooperative assistance to solving major problems in eight 
economic development regions: Appalachian Coastal Plains, 
Four-Corners, New England, Ozirks, Upper Great Lakes, U.S. -Mexico 
Border, and Puerto Rico* 

The ARS group has found that the key to solving these 
regional problems is to join forces with other Federal and State 
groups to assist the individual States. 

Here are some examples of current ARS assistance in these 
economic development regions: 

— Technical and market development to exploit pine stumpage 
in four Southwestern States (at le.>.st $50 million in products 
and more than 200 jobs, about half for Indians.) 

— Investigations to improve marketing facilities and 
practices for apples in the Four-Corners region (over 300 
small farmers, including many Spanish-^American and Indians) 

— Feasibility study to improve feed, livestock, and livestock 
products outlook in the Southwest (exceeding $1 billion in 
products annually. ) 

— Planning and establishing a community cannery to serve 
Spanish-Americans in southern Colorado. 

— Development of a mechanical harvester for broomcorn, 
applicable to three economic development regions (to save ? 
nationwide $25 million industry and employment for hundreds, 
many of whom are Negroes and blind people.) 
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Extension Service, Countywide garbage disposal was a 
problem in Calhoun County, Alabama, but not any more. The 
problem was pointed out at an Extension Service Council meeting 
in February 1968. Someone said, "Let's get the ball rolling," 
and the county commissioners said the county would defray the 
expense. 

A three-phase plan of action was developed: an educational 
program led by Extension; county government providing facilities 
for garbage collection and disposal; and a countywide cleanup 
campaign. 

"Now," said County Extension Chairman A.S. Mathev/s, "every 
rural household in this county has a container within 3 miles 
where they can empty their household garbage. The 'sore eye* 
spots along the roadsides where people once emptied their 
garbage have been eliminated, too." 

Located throughout the county are 45 containers — each holding 
8 cubic yards — for people to use in emptying household garbage. 
The County Commission signed a contract with a private sanitation 
company to emptor the containers. Garbage is hauled to existing 
city dumps. 

Based on the amount of garbage picked up — half a million 
gallons a month — it is estimated that half of the county *s 
105,000 rural people are using the service. 

There have been several other helpful effects of this program 
An educational program was conducted to make people aware of 
keeping the county clean. Children in the 30 county schools 
got 25,000 people to sign a commitment that they v/ould not throv/ 
out litter. Each city in the county and the State Highway 
Department also put on litter collection campaigns. The State 
Highway Department in the county conducted a special campaign 
to clean up sides of highways. Beautif ication projects c;re 
also being planned in rural communities. 

This program has brought the county's rural and urban 
people closer together by encouraging them to cooperate to make 
their ar^ - more livable. 
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Farmer Cooperative Service. A feasibility study on 
flower growing in a nine-county area in the "heart" of 
Georgia showed excellent possibilities. Thus the idea: 
to involve low-income people^ train them in a central 
greenhouse location^ and then help them finance greenhouses^ 
produce flov/ers^ and sell through a cooperative. 

The Heart of Georgia Area Planning and Development 
Commission initiated the program. Several Federal and 
State agencies were involved in the initial funding, 
including USDA's Farmer's Home Administration, Farmer 
Cooperative Service, and Extension Service. 

Forty people, both black and white, are receiving training 
in a 17-week Labor Department course on growing flowers. They 
meet at the 4-H Club Center in Dublin, Georgia. After the 
course, they will return to their homes to begin production. 
FPIA is providing Economic Opportunity funds and supervision 
to the nev7 greenhouse farmers. 

Farmer Cooperative Service is doing the economic 
feasibility analysis of the proposed greenhouse supply -marketing 
cooperative for a 5-year period. This will determine loan 
and grant requirements for the cooperative. FCS will also 
conduct a management seminar for the board and management* 

It is hoped that by the third year the cooperative will 
have gross sales of $4 million a year, resulting in an increased 
net family income of ?4,000 a year for each of the 120 or more 
members. 
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Farmers Home Administration , A few years ago when the 
water supply for Derby Center^ Vermont^ (present population 
450) was condemned^ the citizens were faced with a real 
problem. The 80-year-old water system provided an inadequate 
supply. The water quality was so poor that when the water 
table reached a certain levels the water could not be 
used for human consumption without boiling. In addition to 
homes ^ two schools with a combined student population of more 
than 600 used the system. 

The townspeople got busy. They hired an engineer. Through 
the county FHA office^ they received a loan and grant to 
build a new system and extend lines to 30 families not previously 
served. The State of Vermont provided an additional grant. 
The new system was designed to take care of anticipated growth 
for the foreseeable future^ and also allows for improved 
fire protection. 

A new water supply had to be developed for the new system. 
In addition^ 20^000 feet of crumbling pipe and all ramshackle 
collection boxes were replaced. The earthen reservoir was 
replaced with a concrete one. 

Derby Center is ideally located for growth, but without 
the new water system it was not possible. Now, new homes have 
been built along the water lines. Two automobile dealerships 
have set up business in the village. The town has extended 
the water lines to a subdivision. A new shopping center is 
being built and another filling station is going up. 

Derby Center's water system now serves 150 homes, two 
schools, and a number of commercial establishments. The cost 
per consumer is about $6 per month. 
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Forest Service . More than $400 million has been invested 
in expansion of the timber-based industries in Pennsylvania 
since 1965. Two industries accounting for part of the total 
selected their locations partly as a result of timber resource 
information provided by forest inventory specialists in the 
USDA Forest Service and the Pennsylvania Department of Forests 
and Waters. The Charmin Paper Products Company is located at 
Mehoopany, Pennsylvania, and the Masonite Corporation is at 
Towanda. Both mills have created important economic spinoffs 
for their areas. 

The most impressive development has been creation of a 
low-cost housing and shopping center development at Russell Hill, 
Pennsylvania. Located mostly on abandoned farm lands, the 
development is designed especially to meet housing needs of the 
pulp and paper company employees who earn an average of $6,000 
to $7,000 annually. Complete water and sewerage systems were 
built into the attractively planned development. 

A second important development has been in the public 
highway system. A new bridge across the Susquehanna River was 
constructed at Mehoopany, eliminating a major bottleneck in the 
local transportation system. New road approaches in Mehoopany 
and at Russell Hill have made local highways safer to travel. 

Two other mills are contributing to the State's economy 
by using pulpwood from the Northeastern Tier Economic Development 
District, a five-county District that also is a Resource 
Conservation and Development Project. This part of the State 
is part of the Appalachian Economic Development Region. 
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Rural Electrification Administration. North Dakota raises 
more than 50 percent of the Nation's barley, and 80 percent of 
the type used in malting, but it is refined and processed in 
the East, In February 1970, a Detroit firm announced plans co 
build a malting barley plant on a rural site near Wahpeton, 
North Dakota, 

Playing a major role in the decision to locate the plant v/as 
a malting barley plant feasibility study done by North Dakota 
State University. It was funded by the Economic Development 
Administration, with assistance from the Basin Electric Pov/er 
Cooperative, the Business and Industrial Development Department, 
and the National Malting Barley Growers Association. 

Working with its borrower — Basin Electric — REA Development 
Specialists helped the University prepare the background material 
to qualify for the EDA grant. 

Another key factor in the decision was a water survey 
done by the State Water Commission. This study discovered, 
near Wahpeton, an underground reservoir of high quality v/ater 
of ample quantity and proper temperature. The R. S.R. Electric 
Cooperative and the Central Power Electric Cooperative, along 
with other local organizations, helped the Commission with the 
study. 

As a result of the studies, a number of maltsters are 
looking to North Dakota in planning future plant locations, Tlie 
University, Basin. Electric, and others are discussing conducting 
feasibility studies for the processing of other North Dakota 
raw materials, particularly durum wheat. The REA community 
development staff is assisting Basin Electric with this effort. 
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Soil Conservation Service . Catfish production in 
Tangipahoa Parish, Louisiana, has been on the rise, thanks 
to the Soil Conservation Service. The increase in production 
has resulted in more income for farmers, a dependable source 
of rav/ fish, and fishout recreation ponds for the public. 

Through the efforts of SCS, about 150 acres of v/ater 
for catfish production have been constructed. This does not 
include the large number of livestock ponds being used for 
catfish production for recreation and home consumption. 

The parish has 12 commercial catfish producers and at 
least 100 who produce for home use. The SCS has helped them 
v;ith pond design, layout, and construction. SCS technicians 
have also guided the producers in the biological aspects of 
fish production. Information through radio, newspapers, and 
person-to-person contact has made the general public aware 
of home-grown catfish. The producers cannot even satisfy 
local market demands. 

Sponsors of the effort in Tangipahoa Parish are local 
farmers and other landowners through the Bogue Chitto-Pearl 
River Soil and Water Conservation District. 

Benefits of the catfish production project include: 

— an annual net profit to commercial producers averaging 
$250 per acre; 

— 300,000 pounds of fresh fish per year available to the 
public; 

— 200,000 pounds of fish produced for home use; 

--construction of about $120,000 ^-/orth of commercial 
ponds (based on $800 per acre cost for 150 acres); 

— about $70,000 spent on fish feed annually; 

— intangible recreation benefits. 
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